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AT: Terminator advantage

Drone attacks do not dehumanize and are more humanizing than piloted air strikes—They connect us closer to combat

Love 10

Maryann Cusimano Love  professor of international politics at Catholic University  The National Catholic Weekly MARCH 15, 2010  A Troubling Disconnection

http://www.americamagazine.org/content/article.cfm?article_id=12180&comments=1  d.a. 7-29-10
Although it may seem counterintuitive, surveys show that the military operators of drones (note that C.I.A. operators were not in the survey) suffer post-traumatic stress disorder at higher rates than do soldiers in combat zones. Why? First, instead of going to war with a unit that offers community, cohesion and military support services, drone operators are commuter warriors who go to their battle stations alone, with few support systems.

Second, the operators see in detail the destruction and grisly human toll from their work, whereas a traditional bomber sees little of what happens after dropping a bomb. As Col. Pete Gersten, commander of Unmanned Aerial Systems at Creech Air Force Base in Nevada, put it: “A lot of people downplay it, say, ‘You’re 8,000 miles away. What’s the big deal?’ But it’s not really 8,000 miles away, it’s 18 inches away. We’re closer…than we’ve ever been as a service. There’s no detachment. Those employing the system are very involved at a personal level in combat. You hear the AK-47 going off, the intensity of the voice on the radio calling for help. You’re looking at him, 18 inches away from him, trying everything in your capability to get that person out of trouble.”

Drone Strikes are more humane because they reduce civilian casualties
Benson 09


Merv Benson Washington, Texas, United States former general counsel to two different public companies former officer in the Marine Corps and served in Vietnam as a communications officer  http://prairiepundit.blogspot.com/2009/07/phony-civilian-casualty-argument.html  d.a. 7-29-10   
In both cases, the argument against drones rests on the belief that the attacks cause wide-scale casualties among noncombatants, thereby embittering local populations and losing hearts and minds. If you glean your information from wire reports -- which depend on stringers who are rarely eyewitnesses -- the argument seems almost plausible. Yet anyone familiar with Predator technology knows how misleading those reports can be. Unlike fighter jets or cruise missiles, Predators can loiter over their targets for more than 20 hours, take photos in which men, women and children can be clearly distinguished (burqas can be visible from 20,000 feet) and deliver laser-guided munitions with low explosive yields. This minimizes the risks of the "collateral damage" that often comes from 500-pound bombs. Far from being "beyond the pale," drones have made war-fighting more humane. A U.S. intelligence summary we've seen corrects the record of various media reports claiming high casualties from the Predator strikes. For example, on April 1 the BBC reported that "a missile fired by a suspected U.S. drone has killed at least 10 people in Pakistan." But the intelligence report says that half that number were killed, among them Abdullah Hamas al-Filistini, a top al Qaeda trainer, and that no women and children were present. In each of the strikes in 2009 that are described by the intelligence summary, the report says no women or children were killed....  ... One of the ways you can determine the lack of civilian casualties is the lack of effect following the attacks. If there were high civilian casualties you would see demonstrations and tantrums in the effected area. Instead you see the Taliban cordon off the area and work quickly to bury their dead.  You can also see it in the way the Taliban react to the strikes. Many of them are honest enough to admit that their forces are the targets and it has hurt their ability to operate.  The Taliban do have a history of creating civilian casualties to push a victim offensive against the US use of air power, but they have only been able to do that when their forces are in contact with our forces and they use human shields to effect their get away. On this type of targeted strike, they are caught by surprise and are not able to gather their human shields.  

The stereotype is wrong—robitic weapons are more humane in their approach to war  and better follow international law
Arkin 09

RONALD C. ARKIN – Georgia Institute of Technology  Technology and Society Magazine

http://www.ieeessit.org/technology_and_society/free_sample_article.asp?ArticleID=15.

But the outperformance of humans by artificially intelligent systems may still come as a surprise to some. It is a thesis of my ongoing research for the U.S. Army that robots only be can be better than soldiers in conducting warfare in certain circumstances, but they also can be more humane in the battlefield than humans.    Why should this surprise us? Do we believe that human warfighters exhibit the best of humanity in battlefield situations? There is strong evidence to the contrary [1]-[4] and we have developed Laws of War to criminalize those people who behave outside of acceptable international norms. Despite these regulations, they are often cast aside in the heat of combat, for reasons such as vengeance, anger, frustration, and the desire for victory at any cost.

       Robots already have the ability to carry weapons and use lethal force under the direction of a human operator. Multiple unmanned robotic systems are already being developed or are in use that employ lethal force such as the Armed Robotic Vehicle (ARV), a component of the Future Combat System (FCS); Predator and Reaper unmanned aerial vehicles (UAVs) equipped with hellfire missiles, which have already been used in combat but under direct human supervision; and the development of an armed platform for use in the Korean Demilitarized Zone, to name only a few. These and other systems are not fully autonomous in this sense: they do not currently make decisions on their own about when, or not, to engage a target. But the pressure of an increasing battlefield tempo is forcing autonomy further and further towards the point of robots making that final, lethal decision. The time available to make the final decision to shoot or not to shoot is becoming too short for remote humans to make intelligent, informed decisions in many situations that arise in modern warfare. As that time dwindles, robots will likely be given more authority to make lethal decisions on their own.   Commercially available robots already have had emotions engineered into them, e.g., the robot dog AIBO [5], so researchers, at least to some extent, have an understanding of what affect contributes to intelligent interaction with humans. It is my contention that robots can be built that do not exhibit fear, anger, frustration, or revenge, and that ultimately (and the key word here is ultimately) behave in a more humane manner than even human beings in these harsh circumstances and severe duress. People have not evolved to function in these conditions, but robots can be engineered to function well in them. Robot Adherance to Laws of War In a forthcoming book entitled Governing Lethal Behavior in Autonomous Robots, I make the case that autonomous armed robotic platforms may ultimately reduce noncombatant casualties and other forms of collateral damage by their ability to better adhere to the Laws of War than most soldiers possibly can. 
Surveillance good—the all seeing eye of the drones are key to ending insurgency
Singer, ‘9 [P.W. Singer, Director of the 21st-Century Defense Initiative at Brookings, Wired for War: The Robotics Revolution and Conflict in the 21st Century, 2009, p. 222] ST

The primary challenge in fighting irregular wars is the difficulty of “finding and fixing” foes, not the actual killing part. Insurgents don’t just take advantage of complex terrain (hiding out in the jungle or cities), they also do their best to mix in with the civilian population. They make it difficult for the force fighting them to figure out where they are and who they are. Here is where unmanned technologies are proving especially helpful, particularly by providing an all-seeing “eye in the sky.” Drones not only can stay over a target for lengthy periods of time (often unnoticed from the ground), but also have tremendous resolution on their cameras, allowing them to pick out details, such as what weapon someone is carrying or the make and color of the car they are driving. This ability to "dwell and stare," as one Predator pilot described, means that the unit can get a sense of the area and "see things develop over time." Another describes how by watching from above, units can build up a sense of what is normal or not in a neighborhood, much the way a policeman gradually gets to know his beat. "If we can work one section of a"city for a week," says Lieutenant Colonel John "Ajax" Neumann, commander of the UAV detachment in Fallujah, "we can spot the bad guys in their pickups, follow them to their safe houses and develop a full intelligence profile-all from the air, We've brought the roof down on some. Others we’ve kept under surveillance until they drive out on a highway, then we've vectored in a mounted patrol to capture’ them alive.”

Surveillance key to keep US troop bases safe—

Singer, ‘9 [P.W. Singer, Director of the 21st-Century Defense Initiative at Brookings, Wired for War: The Robotics Revolution and Conflict in the 21st Century, 2009, p. 223] ST

Finally, in insurgencies with no fixed front lines, it is especially wearing on soldiers to know that they are always under potential attack, even when back at base. Here too added eyes are now viewed as almost indispensable. Said Sergeant First Class Roger Lyon, a roth Mountain Division intelligence specialist, "It's a comforting sound on the battlefield, when you're going to sleep and you hear that sound of the Predator engine, somewhere between a propeller airplane and a lawn mower, knowing it is looking out for you."
Drones combined with troops essential in modern warfare

Singer, ‘9 [P.W. Singer, Director of the 21st-Century Defense Initiative at Brookings, Wired for War: The Robotics Revolution and Conflict in the 21st Century, 2009, p. 223] ST

The reality is that a combination of the age-old methods with the new technologies seems to work best in cracking what is going on in these complex fights. For example, in 2006, Jordanian intelligence captured a mid-level al-Qaeda operative. He then indicated that Abu Musab al-Zarqawi, the leader of al-Qaeda in Iraq, was increasingly listening to the advice of a certain cleric. They passed this on to the U.S. military, which deployed a UAV to follow the cleric around 24/7. The drone eventually tailed the cleric to a farmhouse, where he turned out to be meeting with Zarqawi. The farmhouse was then taken out by a pinpoint airstrike, guided in by lasers and GPS coordinates courtesy of the drone. As U.S. Air Force captain John Bellflower put it, "While technology is not the sole answer, an old-school solution matched with modern technology can assist with the problems of today's modern insurgencies."

AT: Modeling
No Modeling solvency—Other countries will not model a U.S. decision to stop using drones and drones are inevitable
Anderson 10

Kenneth, Professor of Law Research Fellow, The Hoover Institution on War, Revolution and Peace, Stanford University Acquiring UAV Technology  http://volokh.com/2010/04/09/acquiring-uav-technology/.  D.a. 7-29-10

I’ve noticed a number of posts and comments around the blogosphere on the spread of UAV technology.  Which indeed is happening; many states are developing and deploying UAVs of various kinds.  The WCL National Security Law Brief blog, for example, notes that India is now acquiring weaponized UAVs:
India is reportedly preparing to have “killer” unmanned aerial vehicles (UAVs) in response to possible threats from Pakistan and China. Until now India has denied the use of armed UAVs, but they did use UAVs that can detect incoming missile attacks or border incursions.

The importance of obtaining armed UAVs grew enormously after the recent attack on paramilitary forces in Chhattisgarh that killed 75 security personnel. Sources reveal that the Indian Air Force (IAF) has been in contact with Israeli arms suppliers in New Delhi recently. The IAF is looking to operate Israeli Harop armed UAVs from 2011 onwards, and other units of the armed forces will follow.

I’ve also read comments various places suggesting that increased use of drone technologies by the United States causes other countries to follow suit, or to develop or acquire similar technologies.  In some cases, the dangling implication is that if the US would not get involved in such technologies, others would not follow suit.

In some relatively rare cases of weapons technologies, the US refraining from undertaking the R&D, or stopping short of a deployable weapon, might induce others not to build the same weapon.  Perhaps the best example is the US stopping its development of blinding laser antipersonnel weapons in the 1990s; if others, particularly the Chinese, have developed them to a deployable weapon, I’m not aware of it.  The US stopped partly in relation to a developing international campaign, modeled on the landmines ban campaign, but mostly because of a strong sense of revulsion and pushback by US line officers.  Moreover, there was a strong sense that such a weapon (somewhat like chemical weapons) would be not deeply useful on a battlefield — but would be tremendously threatening as a pure terrorism weapon against civilians.  In any case, the technologies involved would be advanced for R&D, construction, maintenance, and deployment, at least for a while.

The situation is altogether different in the case of UAVs.  The biggest reason is that the flying-around part of UAVs — the avionics and control of a drone aircraft in flight — is not particularly high technology  at all.  It is in range of pretty much any functioning state military that flies anything at all.  The same for the weaponry, if all you’re looking to do is fire a missile, such as an anti-tank missile like the Hellfire.  It’s not high technology, it is well within the reach of pretty much any state military.  Iran?  Without thinking twice.  Burma?  Sure.  Zimbabwe?  If it really wanted to, probably.

So it doesn’t make any substantial difference whether or not the US deploys UAVs, not in relation to a decision by other states to deploy their own.  The US decision to use and deploy UAVs does not drive others’ decisions one way or the other.  They make that decision in nearly all cases — Iran perhaps being an exception in wanting to be able to show that they can use them in or over the Iraqi border — in relation to their particular security perceptions.  Many states have reasons to want to have UAVs, for surveillance as well as use of force.  It is not as a counter or defense to the US use of UAVs.

AT: Blowback Advantage

No Solvency the plan doesn’t stop attacks from bases in Pakistan

Scahill 09

Jeremy Scahill, a Puffin Foundation Writing Fellow at The Nation Institute

The Secret US War in Pakistan  http://www.thenation.com/article/secret-us-war-pakistan d.a. 7-27-10
In August, the New York Times reported that Blackwater works for the CIA at "hidden bases in Pakistan and Afghanistan, where the company's contractors assemble and load Hellfire missiles and 500-pound laser-guided bombs on remotely piloted Predator aircraft." In February, The Times of London obtained a satellite image of a secret CIA airbase in Shamsi, in Pakistan's southwestern province of Baluchistan, showing three drone aircraft. The New York Times also reported that the agency uses a secret base in Jalalabad, Afghanistan, to strike in Pakistan.
They conduct operations from Pakistan

Schactman 09


Noah,  Pakistan Partners With U.S. on Killer Drone Strikes http://www.wired.com/dangerroom/2009/02/pakistan-helpin/. D.a 7-27-10

On a related note, former U.S. intelligence officials confirm Senator Diane Feinstein’s accidental revelation, that the U.S. drones are, in fact, based in Pakistan. "It was a big mistake on her part," one tells the Journal. She’s not the only one who made it however. There have been at least five instances when the press said they very same thing. "The Predators flying over Afghanistan have operated from an air base in Jacobabad, Pakistan," the New York Times reported, in November, 2002.

AT: Terror—Drones Key
Robots key to winning the war on terror—winning hearts and minds is insufficient

Singer, ‘9 [P.W. Singer, Director of the 21st-Century Defense Initiative at Brookings, Wired for War: The Robotics Revolution and Conflict in the 21st Century, 2009, p. 221 ST]

Robotics, however, may be viewed as "an asymmetric solution to an asymmetric problem," according to one executive at Foster-Miller. If the political leaders on one side aren't willing to send enough troops, as seems to have happened in Iraq, “we can use robots to augment the number of boots on the ground" If the enemy’s strategy  is to wear down its foe's stamina, by gradually bleeding away public support, robotics turns this strategy inside out. Writes army expert Steven Metz, “Robotics also hold great promise for helping to protect any American forces that become involved in counterinsurgency. The lower the American casualties, the greater the chances that the United States would stick with a counterinsurgency effort over the long period of time that success demands.”  Robots are also helpful to the task at hand, beating the enemy. As one general warns, defeating an insurgency is not just about “winning hearts and minds with teams of anthropologists, propagandists and civil-affairs officers armed with democracy-in-a-box kits and volleyball nets," It still requires putting some people the dirt. That is, killing insurgents doesn't automatically lead to victory. But, as Metz puts it, "Solving root causes is certainly easier with insurgent leaders out of the way."

Terrorists will use drones regardless of US bans

Singer, ‘9 [P.W. Singer, Director of the 21st-Century Defense Initiative at Brookings, Wired for War: The Robotics Revolution and Conflict in the 21st Century, 2009, p. 221 ST]

The same observers are all realistic, however. They see terrorism occurring regardless of unmanned systems. Moreover, they see that same sort of adaptation that the Iraqi insurgent hinted to me. Despite all the expected negative coverage such systems might receive in the region's press and public opinion, they anticipate there will be a quick willingness to gain and use them as well. As Akbar explains, "When they first come out, the very first reaction from the defense establishment will be, “Where can we order these fucking things?” Indeed, Akbar (like many of the other regional experts I spoke with) believes that nongovernmental groups like insurgents and terrorists will also be quite willing to use them. Indeed, they will have their own ready explanation, to bolster their own psychological operations. "In fact, they will likely cite a verse in the Koran that you do not start jihad until you have the latest weapons, armor, and steeds." 
Drones key to stopping Al-qaeda—disrupts terror leadership. Without drones more dangerous bombings will happen

Wall Street Journal, 1/9/10, http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052748704130904574644632368664254.html?mod=WSJ_hp_mostpop_read ST
From Pakistan to Yemen, Islamic terrorists now fear the Predator and its cousin, the better-armed Reaper. So do critics on the left in the academy, media and United Nations; they're calling drones an unaccountable tool of "targeted assassination" that inflames anti-American passions and kills civilians. At some point, the President may have to defend the drone campaign on military and legal grounds.  The case is easy. Not even the critics deny its success against terrorists. Able to go where American soldiers can't, the Predator and Reaper have since 9/11 killed more than half of the 20 most wanted al Qaeda suspects, the Uzbek, Yemeni and Pakistani heads of allied groups and hundreds of militants. Most of those hits were in the last four years.  "Very frankly, it's the only game in town in terms of confronting or trying to disrupt the al Qaeda leadership," CIA Director Leon Panetta noted last May. The agency's own troubles with gathering human intelligence were exposed by last week's deadly bombing attack on the CIA station near Khost, Afghanistan.  Critics such as counterinsurgency writers David Kilcullen and Andrew Exum allege that drones have killed hundreds, if not thousands, of civilians. The U.N. Human Rights Council's investigator on extrajudicial executions, Philip Alston, has warned the Administration that the attacks could fall afoul of "international humanitarian law principles."  Civilian casualties are hard to verify, since independent observers often can't access the bombing sites, and estimates vary widely. But Pakistani government as well as independent studies have shown the Taliban claims are wild exaggerations. The civilian toll is relatively low, especially if compared with previous conflicts.   Never before in the history of air warfare have we been able to distinguish as well between combatants and civilians as we can with drones. Even if al Qaeda doesn't issue uniforms, the remote pilots can carefully identify targets, and then use Hellfire missiles that cause far less damage than older bombs or missiles. Smarter weapons like the Predator make for a more moral campaign.
AT: Terror Adv—Alt Causes to Anti-Americanism

Many alt causes to anti-Americanism is Pakistan—

A. media conspiracy increases resentment over embassy and US presence
Shah, ‘9 [Saeed Shah, McClatchy correspondent, McClatchy Newspapers, 9/7/09, http://www.mcclatchydc.com/2009/09/07/74966/anti-americanism-rises-in-pakistan.html  ST]

ISLAMABAD, Pakistan — For weeks now, the Pakistani media have portrayed America, its military and defense contractors in the darkest of lights, all part of an apparent campaign of anti-American vilification that is sweeping the country and, according to some, is putting American lives at risk.   Pakistanis are reacting to what many here see as an "imperial" American presence, echoing Iraq and Afghanistan, with Washington dictating to the Pakistani military and the government. Polls show that Pakistanis regard the U.S., formally a close ally and the country's biggest donor, as a hostile power.  U.S. officials have either denied the allegations or moved to blunt the criticism, but suspicions remain and relations between the two countries are getting more strained.   The lively Pakistani media has been filled with stories of under-cover American agents operating in the country, tales of a huge contingent of U.S. Marines planned to be stationed at the embassy, and reports of Blackwater private security personnel running amuck. Armed Americans have supposedly harassed and terrified residents and police officers in Islamabad and Peshawar, according to local press reports.  Much of the hysteria was based on a near $1 billion plan, revealed by McClatchy in May and confirmed by U.S. officials, to massively increase the size of the American embassy in Islamabad, which brought home to Pakistanis that the United States plans an extensive and long-term presence in the country.  The American mission in Islamabad was forced to put on three briefings for Pakistani journalists in August trying to dampen the highly charged stories, which could undermine US-Pakistani relations just as Washington is preparing to finalize a tripling of civilian aid to Islamabad, to $1.5 billion a year. Over this last weekend, an embassy spokesman had to deny suddenly renewed stories that the U.S. was behind the mysterious death of former military dictator General Zia ul Haq back in 1988.  Pakistan is a key priority for the United States because of its nuclear weapons and its potential usefulness in taking on al Qaida within its borders and ending the safe haven for the Afghan Taliban. "I think this recent brouhaha over the embassy expansion has been difficult to beat back," said Anne Patterson, the U.S. ambassador, in an interview Thursday. "I can't really understand what's behind this because what we're doing is actually quite straightforward. We've tried to explain it carefully to the press, but it just seems to be taken over by conspiracy theories."
B. US meddling in other governments’ affairs

Shah, ‘9 [Saeed Shah, McClatchy correspondent, McClatchy Newspapers, 9/7/09, http://www.mcclatchydc.com/2009/09/07/74966/anti-americanism-rises-in-pakistan.html  ST]

A widely believed conspiracy contends that America is deliberately destabilizing Pakistan, to bring down a "strong Muslim country", and ultimately seize its nuclear weapons. Pakistanis, especially its military establishment, also are distrustful of U.S. motives in Afghanistan, seeing it as part of a strategy for regional domination. Further Pakistanis are appalled that the regime of Hamid Karzai in Kabul is close to archenemy India.  "Part of the reason why we can't fight terrorism is because the terrorists have adopted what I'd call anti-U.S. imperialist discourse, which makes them more popular," said Ayesha Siddiqa, an analyst and author of Military Inc.  Many also blame the U.S. for "imposing" a president on the country, Zardari, who is deeply disliked and who last year succeeded an unpopular U.S.-backed military dictator. So democrats resent American interference in Pakistani politics, while conservatives distrust American aims in Afghanistan.  "You used to find this anti-Americanism among supporters of religious groups and Right-wing groups," said Ahmed Quraishi, a newspaper columnist and the leading anti-American blogger. "But over the past two to three years, young, educated Pakistanis, people you'd normally expect to be pro-American modernists, and middle class people, are increasingly inclined to anti-Americanism. That's the new phenomenon."

AT: Terror Adv.—US Action Not Key to Anti-Americanism

Plan cannot lessen anti-American sentiment—individual policies not key

Blaydes and Linzer, ’10 [Lisa Blaydes, Stanford University Department of Political Science, and Drew A. Linzer, Emory University Department of Political Science, Losing Muslim Hearts and Minds:Religiosity, Elite Competition, and Anti-Americanism in the Islamic World, 4/15/10, http://polisci2.ucsd.edu/css/Site/UCSD_Department_of_ Political_Science/Entries/2010/4/15_Lisa_Blaydes_files/bl_anti_100328.pdf  ST]
That said, it is extremely unclear how far a more balanced approach to American foreign policy-making would go towards eradicating anti-Americanism in the Islamic world. As Ajami (2003, 61) argues, “the United States need not worry about hearts and minds in foreign lands... If Muslims truly believe that their long winter of decline is the fault of the United States, no campaign of public diplomacy shall deliver them from that incoherence.” Crockatt (2007, 94) similarly makes the case that anti- Americanism tells us more about those voicing such sentiment than it does about America. Our results indicate that to the extent Muslim anti-Americanism is an elite- led phenomenon, a certain degree of pessimism is warranted towards the potential of American actions to lessen negative perceptions of the United States in the Islamic world.
US policy actions irrelevant—foreign media spin key

Blaydes and Linzer, ’10 [Lisa Blaydes, Stanford University Department of Political Science, and Drew A. Linzer, Emory University Department of Political Science, Losing Muslim Hearts and Minds:Religiosity, Elite Competition, and Anti-Americanism in the Islamic World, 4/15/10, http://polisci2.ucsd.edu/css/Site/UCSD_Department_of_ Political_Science/Entries/2010/4/15_Lisa_Blaydes_files/bl_anti_100328.pdf  ST]
Despite their conflicting perspectives on the causes of anti-American attitudes, what these explanations have in common is a presumption that individuals form their opinions about the United States primarily as a direct reaction to what the U.S. is or does. While this may be true in part, it neglects the important intermediary role played by political elites in determining what information about the United States individuals hear, how they interpret this information, and how they incorporate it into their perspectives on their political environment (Zaller, 1992). As Gentzkow and Shapiro (2004) demonstrate, Muslims who get their news only from Al Jazeera are signiﬁcantly more anti-American than those who watch only CNN. Like people everywhere, Muslims are open to persuasion on the issue of anti-Americanism and susceptible to elite inﬂuence through the mass media (e.g., Lynch, 2007). In this paper, we propose a theory of anti-Americanism that transcends the con- ventional “what America does” versus “who America is” debate. Instead, we submit that observed levels of anti-Americanism among Muslims in a given country depend primarily on the intensity of anti-American messages being voiced by prominent political elites within that country. Simply put, the reason many Muslims tell pub- lic opinion researchers that they hold an unfavorable opinion of the United States is because trusted political leaders tell them so. But what is especially important about this association is that it is predominantly domestic forces that determine the strength with which elites press anti-American claims. In particular, when compe- tition between a country’s Islamist and secular-national political factions is great, political leaders from both sides have strong incentives to use anti-American rhetoric to boost mass support. Less intense conﬂict between these two groups dampens those incentives, leading to more balanced elite attitudes towards the United States, and thus less anti-American sentiment in the minds of individual Muslims.
Anti-americanism doesn’t arise as a result of individual US policies

Blaydes and Linzer, ’10 [Lisa Blaydes, Stanford University Department of Political Science, and Drew A. Linzer, Emory University Department of Political Science, Losing Muslim Hearts and Minds:Religiosity, Elite Competition, and Anti-Americanism in the Islamic World, 4/15/10, http://polisci2.ucsd.edu/css/Site/UCSD_Department_of_ Political_Science/Entries/2010/4/15_Lisa_Blaydes_files/bl_anti_100328.pdf] ST
But in addition to this, in many countries, political elites have taken the lead in inﬂaming anti-American sentiment for their own political gain. As a phenomenon of public opinion, anti-Americanism does not simply emerge organically in response to U.S. actions. Rather, people’s attitudes are shaped by what their political leaders say about the United States: the more insistently elites promote anti-Americanism, the more individuals tend to adopt anti-American attitudes. That such inﬂuences matter is not a novel claim; in fact, the idea that individuals are susceptible to elite inﬂuence when forming their political attitudes is central to most mainstream theories of mass opinion formation (e.g., Converse, 1964; Zaller, 1992; Kinder, 1998; Druckman and Lupia, 2000; Gabel and Scheve, 2007, although these theories have been tested nearly exclusively in the context of American politics). A further implication is that in countries where political elites adopt a neutral or even positive stance towards the United States, individuals should be relatively more pro-American as well.
AT: Terrorist Attack on US Soil

Drones key to preventing an attack on US soil—drones empirically solve and are comparatively better than troops
Schmitt and Shane, ‘9 [Eric Schmitt and Scott Shane, in The Statesman.com, 9/13/09, http://www.statesman.com/insight/content/editorial/stories/insight/2009/09/13/0913afterror.html] ST
But critics across the political spectrum say that if the real goal is to prevent terrorist attacks on the U.S., there may be alternatives to a large ground force in Afghanistan. They say al Qaeda can be held at bay using intensive intelligence, Predator drones, cruise missiles, raids by Special Operations commandos, and even payments to warlords to deny haven to al Qaeda. The CIA, they point out, has killed more than a dozen top al Qaeda leaders in the lawless Pakistani tribal areas where the group is hiding out. Andrew Bacevich, professor of international relations and history at Boston University, said the alternatives would have at least as much chance of preventing terrorist attacks on the U.S. as a large-scale counterinsurgency effort, which he said would last five to 10 years, require hundreds of billions of dollars, and sacrifice hundreds of American lives. 
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